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To the President of the Senate and the
Speaker of the House of Representatives

This is our report entitled "The Federal Program of Aid to Edu-
cationally Deprived Children in Illinois Can Le Strengthened." This
program is authorized by title I of the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 241a) and is administered by the Office
of Education, Department of Health, Education, and Welfare.

Our review was made pursuant to the Budget and Accounting Act,
192 1 (31 U.S.C. 53), and the Accounting and Auditing Act of 1 950
(31 U.S.C. 67).

Copies of this report are being sent to the Director, Office of
Management and Budget; the Secretary of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare; and the Commissioner of Education.

Comptroller General
of the United States
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DIGEST

THE FEDERAL PROGRAM OF AID
TO EDUCATIONALLY DEPRIVED CHILDREN
IN ILLINOIS CAN BE STRENGTHENED
Office of Education
Department of Health, Education,
and Wel fare B-164031 (1)

WHY THE REVIEW WAS MADE

Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 authorizes
Federal financial assistance--about $1 billion annually--for programs de-
signed to meet the special educational needs of educationally deprived
children living in areas having high concentrations of children from low-
income fami 1 i es .

The Office of Education (OE), Department of Health, Education, and Welfare
(HEW), is responsible for the overall administration of the program at the
national level, and the State educational agency is responsible at the State
level . Local educational agencies are responsible for developing and im-
plementing the special educational programs to be operated within their ju-
risdictions.

Because of the magni tude of the Federal funds involved and the flexibi 1 ity
accorded to the State educational agencies in administering the program in
their States, the General Accounting Office (GAO) has reviewed selected areas
of program operation in several States.

This report concerns GAO's review of the operation of the fiscal year 1970
programs and certain aspects of the 1971 programs of the Illinois State edu-
cational agency and the Chicago, Harrisburg, and Rockford local educational
agencies. These local agencies expended about $26.6 million, $102,000, and
$544,000, respectively, of the $47 million of title I funds expended in Il-
linois for the fiscal year 1970 program.

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

Under the title I program, the three local educational agencies implemented
projects that provided new or additional services which otherwise might not
have been available, or which would have been available only on a limited
basis, to educationally deprived children.

However, certain areas in program operation and administration required
special attention by management officials to help ensure that their programs
were having the maximum impact on the educationally deprived children.

Tear Sheet
1 JUNE22,1972



Evaluation of project impact

Contrary to OE guidelines the local educational agencies did not establish
measurable objectives nor adopt specific procedures to evaluate the success
of their major title I project activities. The objectives listed by the
local agencies in their project applications were generally vague and were
not stated in measurable terms by the types of changes sought and the de-
gree of change expected in the child's performance.

For example, one objective listed by a local agency for its reading activity
was merely to build a varied vocabulary. GAO believes that this objective
should have been stated in terms of an expected rate of increase for the
children who would participate in the activity. Actual achievement could
then have been measured against this criterion. (See p. 10.)

Evaluations that were made were based primarily on opinion surveys and
teacher judgments. Although such evaluations are useful, GAO believes that
they should be supported by, or used in conjunction with, objective test
data. (See p. 11.)

Assessment of educational needs

Although the local educational agencies had identified certain general edu-
cational needs of the educationally deprived children in their title i proj-
ect areas, they did not identify nor assess the variety, incidence, or se-
verity of the needs nor document the evidence used in determining the needs
that had been identified.

Further, contrary to OE guidelines, the local agencies did not make con-
certed efforts to involve parents of title I children or representatives of
interested community organizations in determining the educational needs of

the children. (See p. 21.)

Program design and operation

Improvements were needed in various aspects of the design and operation of
the local educational agencies' programs. Specifically a need exists:

--To concentrate programs on a limited number of eligible attendance areas
and to provide a variety of services to participating children. (See

p. 29.)

- -To establish procedures for selecting the most educationally deprived

children to participate in project activities. (See p. 35.)

- -To extend services to eligible non-public-school children. (See p. 39.)

- -To involve parents of title I children and representatives of community

organizations. (See p. 41.)

The local educational agencies promised to take corrective action.
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Other areas of
local educat-bonal agency administ.ration

GAO believes that two areas of program administration--selection of school
attendance areas and use of equipment purchased with title I funds--required
special attention by local management officials. (See pp. 16 and 45.) For

example, home economics, industrial arts, and science equipment costing
about $47,000 was located in a junior high school in Rockford although the
title I projects at this school consisted of remedial reading, mathematics,
and related services.

State asency administration

GAO believes that, to help correct the weaknesses discussed in this report,
the Illinois State educational agency should strengthen its administration
in three respects--reviewing project applications, monitoring local agency
activities, and administering local financial audits. The State agency
agreed to do so. (See p. 50.)

OE resolution of HEW audit findings

During the period March 1967 through February 1971, the HEW Audit Agency is-
sued 55 reports on the title I program in 42 States: As of June 30, 1971,
findings involving about $37 million in title I funds in 24 of the States,
including $9.4 million in Illinois, had not been resolved by OE. Many of
the findings had remained unresolved from 2 to 4 years.

Actions taken by OE during 1971 should provide for more timely resolution
of reported audit findings and for the recovery of improperly expended pro--
gram funds. (See p. 56.)

Consolidation of progrom guidelines

According to State and local educational agency officials, the absence of a
consolidated set of program guidelines and a high turnover in local agency
title I employees were responsible, to a great extent, for the program ad-
ministration and implementation problems being experienced. OE officials
agreed that all guidance material should be consolidated and said that, al-
though they were working toward this goal , they did not expect to meet it

until early 1972. (See p. 58.)

GAO believes that early issuance of a manual in a format that will permit
systematic incorporation of new material and revisions should significantly
assist State and local educational agency officials in administering the
program.

RECOMMENDATIONS OR SUGGESTIONS

HEW should work with the State and local educational agencies or take other
necessary action to ensure:

Tear Sheet 3



--That project objectives are developed in measurable terms and that tech-
niques and procedures for evaluating the success of the projects are de-
vised. (See p. 15.)

--That current and complete data on the number of children are used in
determining school attendance areas eligible to participate in the pro-
gram. (See p. 19.)

--That comprehensive assessments are made of the needs of educationally
deprived children. (See p. 27.)

--That the title I program (1) is concentrated in a limited number of eli-
gible school attendance areas and is providing a variety of services to
the participating children, (2) is focused on the most educationally de-
prived children, (3) is extended to eligible non-public-school children,
and (4) involves parents and other groups in the community. (See p. 43.)

--That equipment purchased with title I funds is being used to meet the.
needs of educationally deprived children and, if no longer used for
such purposes, is properly disposed of. (See p. 49.)

GAO made additional recommendations relating to these and other areas. (See
pp. 15, 20, 27, 43, 49 and 53.)

AGENCY ACTIONS AND UNRESOLVED ISSUES

HEW concurred in GAO's recommendations and described actions taken or
planned to implement them. (See pp. 15, 20, 28, 43, 49 and 54.)

MATTERS FOR CONSIDERATION BY THE CONGRESS

This report calls attention to areas of operation and administration of the
title I program in Illinois that can be strengthened at the Federal, State,
and local levels to help ensure that the program is having the maximum im-
pact on the educationally deprived children. The report should be of in-
terest to the Congress in i ts current del iberations on elementary and sec-
ondary education legislation.

4



CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

The Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965
(20 U.S.C. 241a) represents the largest single commitment by
the Federal Government to strengthen and improve educational
quality and opportunities in elementary and secondary schools
across the Nation. Title I of the act authorizes Federal
financial assistanceabout $1 billion annuallyfor pro-
grams designed to meet the special educational needs of
educationally deprived children living in areas having high
concentrations of children from low-income families.

Office of Education guidelines state that, as with any
other group of children, educationally deprived children
differ from one another but that certain characteristics of
such children taken as a group are distinguishable; for
example, a lack of response to conventional classroom ap-
proaches, inadequate performance in communication skills,
physical defects, low aspirations, poor attendance at school,
and a high failure rate. Project activities designed to
overcome these problems are varied and have included health
care, preschool projects, and remedial and enrichment
classes and have involved speech and hearing specialists
and social workers. The projects, according to OE guidelines,
should be designed to give reasonable promise of substantial
success in meeting the special educational needs of the
educationally deprived child.

Our review was made at OE headquarters in Washington,
D.C., the Illinois State educational agency (SEA), and the
Chicago, Rockford, and Harrisburg local educational agencies
(LEAs). The three LEAs serve large, medium, and small
cities having populations of 3.3 million, 144,000 and 9,000,
respectively. The review was directed primarily toward an
examination of data available on the impact made by selected
fiscal year 1970 projects on the educationally deprived
children residing in the project areas. Also selected
aspects of the 1971 program were reviewed.

5



RESPONSIBILITY FOR PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION

OE is responsible for the overall administration of
the title I progrmn at the national level, and SEAs are
responsible at the State level. LEAs are responsible for
developing and implementing the special educational programs
to be operated within their jurisdictions. As used in this
report when referring to an LEA, the term "program" refers
to the sum of projects proposed by the LEA for support
under title I. The program may consist of one or more
projects, depending on the LEA's plan for meeting the special
educational needs of the educationally deprived children,
Each project, in turn, is generally subdivided into project
activities.

OE develops regulations and guidelines for administra-
tion of the program and provides consultattve service to
SEAs. To participate in the program, a State is required by
the act to submit, through its SEA, an application to OE
for review and approval. The SEA is required to include in
the application assurances that it will administer the
program and wIll submit reports in accordance with the pro-.
visions of the act and the OE title I program regulations.

SEAs' major responsibilities are to (1) approve project
applications submitted by LEAs after determining that the
proposed projects are designed to meet the special educa.-
tional needs of educationally deprived children in school
attendance areas having high concentrations of children
from low-income families, (2) ensure that title I funds
are used only for approved projects, and (3) adopt fiscal
control and fund accounting procedures to ensure proper
disbursement of, and accounting for, Federal funds recetved
from OE and, in turn, paid to LEAs to finance the approved
projects.

The act authorizes payments to a State to defray its
cost of administering the program and of providing technical
assistance to LEAs. These payments in any fiscal year may
not exceed 1 percent of the total grants to the State for
that year or $150,000, whichever is greater. Illinois
received an average $464,000 a year for administering the
title I program during fiscal years 1966 through 1970.
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An LEA is an agency which has administrative control
and direction of free public education up to and including
grade 12 in a county, township independent, or other school
district. LEAs are responsible fOr developing and imple-
menting projects under the title I program. This responsi-
bility includes determining school attendance areas eligible
for participation, identifying the educationally deprived
children In these areas, determining the special needs of
such children, developing projects responsive to the pri-
ority needs of these children, adopting procedures for
evaluating the effectiveness of major project activities,
submitting applications to the SEA for grants, and carrying
out the projects in accordance with the approved application
and applicable rules and regulations.

The act established a National Advisory Council on the
Education of Disadvantaged Children which has responsibility
for reviewing and evaluating the administration and oper-
ation of the title I program, including its effectiveness
in improving the educational attainment of educationally
deprived children.

PROGRAM PARTICIPATION

The following table, prepared from statistics compiled
by the SEA and the three LEAs reviewed, shows the number of
children who participated in, and the amount of Federal funds
spent for, the fiscal year 1970 title I program.

Number of Federal
participating funds

children spent

Illinois 361,638a $46 ,955,000
LEAs:

Chicago 136,874a 26,607,000
Harrisburg 295 102,000
Rockford 2,919a 544,000

aChildren have been counted once for
they participated in.

7
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CHAPTER 2

NEED TO EVALUATE PROJECT IMPACT

Under the title I program, the three LEAs implemented
projects that provided new or additional services which
otherwise might not have been available, or which would have
been available only on a limited basis, to educationally de-
prived children. Information that we obtained from various
sourcesincluding discussions with parents of title I chil-
dren, teachers and school officials, as well as various re-
ports prepared by the LEAs and the SEAindicated that the
projects were generally well received by the communities and
were considered responsive to the most readily apparent ed-
ucational needs of participating children.

Contrary to OE guidelines, the LEAs did not establish
measurable objectives by the types of changes sought and
the degree of change expected and generally did not adopt
specific procedures to evaluate the success of their major
title I activities. Evaluations that were made were usually
based on opinion surveys and teacher judgments. Although
such evaluations are useful, we believe that they should be
supported by, or used in conjunction with, objective test
data. Test data were obtained for some project activities,
but they were not analyzed by the LEAs and used to evaluate
the impact of the activities. Further the LEAs did not
prepare nor submit, although required, annual evaluation re-
ports on program impact to the SEA. Consequently, the LEAs,
the SEA, and other parties interested in the title I program
were not in a position to evaluate the LEAs' program success
or to determine whether program approaches or funding levels
should be revised.

PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS

The act requires that procedures, including provision
for appropriate objective measurements of educational
achievement, be adopted and used by each participating LEA
for evaluating, at least annually, the effectiveness of its
title I program. Each LEA must reprirt annually to the SEA
on how the LEA' s program is meeting the special educational
needs of its educationally deprived children. The State,



in turn, 'must annually report its evaluation of the programs
to the Commissioner of Education.

The evaluation reports are to be used primarily as a
local management tool by the LEA in determining whether
particular activities and services are succeeding and
whether the LEA' sapproach or level of funding of individual
activities should be revised to best meet the objectives of
the program. In addition, the reports prepared by LEAs and
SEAs are to be used by OE and the National Advisory Council
on the Education of Disadvantaged Children to prepare evalua-
tion reports on the results of the title I program at the
national level.

OE regulations and guidelines require that every title
I application set forth the objectives of the program and
the procedures to be used to determine the LEA's success in
reducing educational deficiency for each program year. Ac-

cording to the guidelines, the evaluation process must be
carried out by the LEA at two levelsfor each project and
for the total program comprising all of its projects.

The specific objectives of each major project activity
are to be stated in the application in such a way that the
outcome of the activity can be evaluated against the specific
objectives toward which it is aimed. The objectives are to
be clearly and realistically stated in terms of the types of
changes sought and the degree of change expected in the
child's performance by the end of the year.

The LEA must describe in its application the procedures
and techniques to be used in determining the extent to which
the project activities meet the special educational needs of
educationally deprived children. The procedures are to be
based upon criteria which are consistent with the objectives
set forth in the application and are to provide for reporting
on a before-the-fact and an after-the-fact basis the educa-
tional deficiencies and achievements of children served by
the program. The techniques of evaluation are to be de-
scribed in sufficient detail to enable the SEA to appraise
their potential effectiveness.

9



MEASURABLE OBJECTIVES NOT STATED

Objectives stated in the project applications filed by
the three LEAs were generally vague and were not expressed
in measurable terms by types of changes sought and the de-
gree of change expected. For example, same of the objectives
listed by the Chicago LEA for its two largest fiscal year
1970 activities--special assistance in reading ($5 million
expended) and school-community identificationi ($3 million
expended)--were as follows:

Reading:
--To build a varied vocabulary.
- -To camprehend ideas in complex sentences.
--To use a variety of reference moterials.
- -To read for enjoyment.

School-community identification:
- -To acquire basic skills and comprehension necessary

for scholastic success.
- -To exhibit positive attitudes toward school and

community.

We believe that the above objectives should have been
stated in more specific and measurable terms. For exmmple,
the objective of the reading activity, to build a varied
vocabulary, should have been stated as an expected rate of
increase for the children who would participate in the ac-
tivity. Actual achievement could then have been measured
against this criterion.

Chicago LEA officials agreed that the objectives were
not stated by types of changes sought and the degree of
change expected but said that the SEA had not required them
to be so stated prior to July 1970. However, OE guidelines
in effect from 1968 emphasized that the title I program be
based on clearly stated objectives and desired outcomes.
SEA officials agreed that they had not emphasized this re-
quirement to LEAs.

1
This activity was to provide liaison between the school and
the community.
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Rockford LEA officials said that quantified objectives
had not been designed because they had found that teachers
resented being told to teach toward a specific goal in deal-
ing with title I children. The title I director at the
Harrisburg LEA told us that, before he could establish mea-
surable objectives, he would need more guidance on how to
establish them. However, officials at all three LEAs told
us that, beginning with program year 1972, they would attempt

to establish objectives in accordance with OE guidelines.

PROJECT IMPACT NOT MEASURED

The three LEAs did not establish specific evaluation
procedures designed to evaluate the success of their major
project activities. Evaluations that were made were based
primarily on opinion surveys and teacher observations.
Although these evaluations are useful, we believe that they
should be supported by, or used in conjunction with, objec-
tive test data. Test data were obtained in some cases but
were not interpreted nor used by the LEAs to measure the
impact of the activities.

All three LEAs indicated in their project applications
that standardized tests and opinion surveys would be used to
evaluate most of their activities. For certain activities
in Chicago and Rockford, the results of such tests and sur-
veys were summarized; however, the results of the tests were
not used to evaluate the impact of the activities. For ex-
ample, the test scores were not analyzed to show the number
of children having gains or losses in educational attainment
and the extent of these gains or losses nor were the test
scores related to the performance that could have been ex-
pected from such children had they not participated in the
activities. At the Harrisburg LEA, tests were not summarized
nor interpreted nor had the results of opinion surveys been
documented.

For the reading activity conducted during the regular
term by the Chicago LEA for 2,142 fourth-, fifth-, and
sixth-grade students, test scores were obtained and mean
scores were calculated for 335 fourth-grade students and
189 fifth-grade students for whom scores on tests taken both
before and after participating in the activity were available.
These test scores were not further anaylzed nor interpreted

11



to evaluate the success of the project activity. The scores
showed that, on the average, the 335 fourth-grade students
improved 0.59 years in reading achievement over 1 school
year and that the 189 fifth-grade students improved 1.16
years over 2 school years. We wwe unable to determine
whether the average rates of improvement were indicative
of success because the LEA had not established objectives
for the activity in. terms of the degree of change expected.

Also the Chicago LEA sent questionnaires to teachers,
administrators, and community representatives to obtain
their opinions as to the success of the reading activity.
The responses to the questionnaires indicated that the ac-
tivity had been moderately successful in improving pupils'
skills in reading.

We believe that, in the absence of measurable objec-
tives, a further indication of whether the activity was suc-
cessful could have been obtained had a comparison been made
between the scores on tests taken before and after partici-
pating in the acttvity and the local norm for these tests.
Such a comparison would have shown whether the child's per-
formance was increasing, decreasing, or remaining constant
in relation to this norm. We believe also that a further
analysis of the test scores showing the number of children
having gains or losses in educational attainment and the
extent of these gains or losses would have provided an addi-
tional indicator of the activity's success.

We believe that, had the three LEAs established objec-
tives for their project activities in terms of the degree
of change expected and used the available test data in con-
junction with the opinion surveys, they would have been in
a better position to evaluate the results of the activities.

12



NEED FOR COMPLIANCE WITH REQUIREMENT
FOR LEA ANNUAL EVALUATION

Contrary to OE regulations, the three LEAs did not
prepare nor suhmit to the SEA annual evaluation reports on
the impact of their programs. We believe that the prepara-
tion and submission of aanual evaluation reports by LEAs
would provide the SEA with an important means for determin-
ing the manner in which the LEA project activities were
being conducted.

The three LEAs completed and submitted annual evalua-
tion questionnaires on their projects to the SEA. LEA of-
ficials believed that these questionnaires fulfilled the
requirement for submission of annual evaluation reports.
Hawever, we believe that the questionnaires did not fulfill
the requirement because they were limited, for the most part,
to requesting general information and statistical data on
the LEAs' projects. The only evaluative data included in
the questionnaires were estimates of the percentage of par-
ticipating children in each reading activity showing marked,
limited, or no improvement in reading achievement.

SEA officials told us that the questionnaires were
processed under contract by an Illinois university which
subsequently sampled selected LEAs for test data. However,

these data were summarized for State-wide evaluation pur-
poses and did not identify specific LEAs. Therefore it
could not be used by the LEAs for evaluating their project
activities.

Chicago and Rodkford LEA officials told us that they
were unaware that overall evaluations of their title I pro-
grams required by OE in its 1965 guidelines were a current
program requirement. They also said that, if such evalua-
tions were to be made, either OE or the SEA should provide
more definitive guidance on their preparation.

SEA COMMENTS

SEA officials told us that school administrators and
teachers were generally reluctant to canmit themselves to
specific goals or to be held accountable for attaining such
goals. They told us also that many LEAs lacked the

13 18



expertise needed to establish measurable goals and evalua-
tion procedures.

The officials said that in the past they had not disap-
proved title I applications that lacked measurable goals
and evaluation procedures if the project was otherwise con-
sidered to be good because they believed that any delay in
project approval would adversely affect the children in-
tended to be served by the project. However, they told us
that, beginning with fiscal year 1972, LEAs wuld be re-
quired to state in their project applications the measurable
goals and the specific procedures for evaluation.

CONCLUSIONS

The three LEAs were successful in implementing projects
that provided new or additional services which otherwise
might not have been available, or which might have been
available only on a limited basis, to educationally de-
prived children. However, the LEAs were unable to ascertain
the impact of these projects on the participating children
because they had not established measurable objectives and
had not adopted specific evaluation procedures. Also the
LEAs did not prepare nor submit the required annual evalua-
tion reports on their programs to the SEA.

The establishment of measurable objectives and specific
evaluation procedures and the preparation of reports on the
evaluation process are essential if the National Advisory
Council on the Education of Disadvantaged Children, OE, SEAs,
and, most importantly, LEAs are to determine whether proj-
ects are successful and what direction should be taken in
the future.

Requiring LEAs to include information in their project
applications on objectives and evaluation procedures should
be a prerequisite to application approval. If LEAs lack
the expertise to establish these objectives and procedures,
OE and the SEA should work with the LEAs in developing them.



RECOMMENDATION TO THE SECRETARY
OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE

HEW should work with the SEA and LEAs to develop proj-
ect objectives stated in measurable terms and to devise
techniques and procedures for evaluating the success of
projects in meeting these objectives. HEW should also em-
phasize to the SEA the importance,of obtaining the required
annual evaluation reports from the LEAs and of using them
as a basis for determining whether improvements in the LEA
programs are necessary. .

HEW commented on a draft of this report by a letter
dated May 22, 1972. (See app. I.) HEW concurred in, our
recommendations and stated-that, from the fall of 1971, OE

"had worked with the SEA and LEA officials to develop project
objectives stated in measurable terms and to devise tech-
niques and procedures for-evaluating the success of projects
in meeting the establishedrobjectives. HEW stated also that
the SEA had repeatedly emphasized to LEAs,in in-service
training and workshops, held during 1972 the necessity for
developing such objectives..

HEW stated further that OE had urged the SEA to (1) de-
velop an evaluation mechanism which would be meaningful and
effective for use by local and State employees in strength-
ening the process of review and approval of project applica-
tions and (2) initiate procedures to have LEAs make timely
and accurate reports to the SEA on their evaluations of
their title I programs.



CHAPTER 3

IMPROVEMENTS NEEDED IN DETERMINING

SCHOOL ATTENDANCE AREAS EIJGIBLE TO PARTICIPATE

The proper determination of school attendame areas
eligible to participate in the title I program is important
to ensure that the limited title I funds are focused in
those areas intended to be served by the program. Therefore
the determination should be based on current and complete
data on the number of dhildren in the area served by the
LEA.

One of the three LEAs used the same data compiled for
its fiscal year 1969 program to select school attendance
areas eligible to participate in the fiscal year 1970 and
1971 programs, even though during the interim period signif-
icant increases occurred in both the number of schools and
the number of children in the areas served by the LEA. In
determining which school attendance areas would be eligible
to participate in its 1970 and 1971 program, the LEA did
not count the children living in these areas who either at-
tended nonpublic schools or were dropouts. For the two
other LEAs, the basis for selecting attendance areas eligible
to participate in the program was not documented, although
such documentation was required by the SEA.

PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS

The enabling legislation provides that funds granted
under title I be used for projects in school attendance
areas having high concentrations of dhildren from low-income
families. OE has defined a sdhool attendance area eligible
to participate as an area served by a public school where
either the percentage of children from low-income families
is at least equal to the percentage for the entire LEA or
the number of children from low-income families is at least
equal to the numerical average of all sudh children in all
attendance areas of the LEA. These areas are considered
by OE as being the program's project areas and include the
children who are eligible to participate in title 1 activi-
ties on the basis of educational deficiency and need for
special services.
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OE guidelines provide that all children aged 5 to 17
years, including children attending nonpublic schools and
dropouts, residing within the area served by the LEA be
considered in determining the concentration of children
from low-income families. The guidelines place responsibility
on the LEA for identifying the number of children from low-
income families in school attendance areas within its juris-
diction. However, the guidelines do not specify the source
data that should be used in making these identifications
but rather provide considerable latitude to the LEA. Among
the sources considered acceptable by OE are census data on
family income, aid to families with dependent children and
other welfare data, health statistics, and data from school
surveys containing information indicating family income.

SEA instructions for the preparation of LEA project
applications require LEAs to assemble and retain, as a
part of their grant files, documentation used in determining
school attendance areas to participate in the program.

SE1ECTION OF SCHOOL ATTENDANCE AREAS
NOT BASED ON CURRENT AND COMPIETE DATA

The Rockford LEA used the same data compiled for its
fiscal year 1969 program to determine which school atten-
dance areas were eligible to participate in the program for
fiscal years 1970 and 1971, even though during the interim
period significant increases had occurred in both the num-
ber of schools and the number of children in the area served
by the LEA.

In fiscal year 1970, 13 adjacent suburban LEAs and the
Rockford LEA merged. As a result, the number of public
schools under the Rockford LEA increased from 52 to 73 and
the number of children increased from 45,683 to 51,361.
The number of children from low-income families increased
from 2,878 to 3,310 during fiscal year 1970 and to 3,926
during fiscal year 1971.

In determining the school attendance areas eligible to
participate in the program for fiscal years 1970 and 1971,
the LEA considered only children attending public schools
and did not count children attending nonpublic schools or
dropouts. Records at the LEA showed that, for fiscal years
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1970 and 1971, there were 20 and 17 private schools having
enrollments of 7,313 and 6,900 children, respectively. The
records showed also that there were 823 and 650 dropouts in
the two program years. These private school children and
dropouts represented more than 15 percent of the total stu-
dent population in the LEA during both years.

On the basis of our findings, the Rockford LEA recom-
puted the percentage of children from low-income families
for each school attendance area by using 1971 data. Under
the revised computations the LEA's determination of atten-
dance areas eligible to participate in its 1971 program
would have been significantly different. Of 16 school at-
tendance areas that participated, four would have been in-
eligible and five that did not participate would have been
eligible. Mbreover, each of the five newly eligible school
attendance areas would have had higher concentrations of
children from low-income families than at least one of the
12 that remained eligible after the recomputation.

The LEA's title I director who prepared the grant ap-
plication for 1970 was no longer employed by the LEA. The
director who prepared the 1971 application said that he had
generally continued the program as it was in 1970.

LEA officials agreed that not counting children attend-
ing nonpublic schools and dropouts could have significantly
affected the eligibility of school attendance areas and that
our review had brought out the need to base the determina-
tion of school attendance areas eligible to participate in
the program on the most current data on the number of chil-
dren in the area served by the LEA. They said that, begin-
ning with the 1971 summer program, the LEA would (1) identify
the number of children from low-income families on the basis
of the most current data on dependent and foster children,
(2) discontinue using the census data until the 1970 census
became available, and (3) include private school children
and dropouts in the determinations.

SEA officials told us that they depencied on LEAs to
properly determine the school attendance areas eligible to
participate in the title I program. However, the SEA assis-
tant title I director said that some of the errors which we
had identified should have been identified by SEA supervisory
employees during their review of the applications prior to
grant approval.
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DOCUMENTATION SUPPORTING DETERMINATION
OF SCHOOL ATTENDANCE AREAS NOT RETAINED

The Chicago and Harrisburg LEAs, contrary to SEA in-
structions, did not retain adequate documentation supporting
their determinations of school attendance areas eligible to
participate in thc program for fiscal year 1970. Because
it vas not practical to reconstruct the documentation, we
could not verify that the LEAs had properly restricted
participation in the title I program to eligible school
attendance areas.

LEA officials in Chicago and Harrisburg said that they
recognized their responsibility for retaining records sup-
porting the determination of the eligibility of these areas
but that the SEA instructions did not clearly state the
extent and type of documentation that was expected to be
retained. Our review of the SEA instructions confirmed that
they were not clear as to the documentation required.

SEA officials who had oversight responsibility for the
title I programs in the two LEAs told us that they had not
reviewed the LEAs' supporting doeluaentation because other
work had priority or because no problems had been called to
their attention.

CONCLUSIONS

In the selection of school attendance areas for partici-
pation in the title I program, the three LEAs neither used
current and complete data nor retained documentation support-
ing their selections. In addition, the SEA did not review
the data in support of the eligibility determinations to
ascertain whether the determinations had been made in accord-
ance with established criteria. As a result, OE and SEA
officials responsible for program administration had no
assurance that title I funds provided to these LEAs were
being spent in those attendance areas which the program was
intended to serve.

RECOMENDATION TO THE SECRETARY
OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE

HEW should emphasize to the Illinois SEA the need for
(1) ensuring that LEAs use the most current and camplete



data in determining school attendance areas eligible to
participate in the program, (2) retaining documentation
supporting these determinations, and (3) revising SEA
instructions to clearly indicate the extent and type of
documentation that must be retained.

HEW concurred in our recommendation and stated that a
handbook entitled "Title I, ESEA, Selecting Target Areas:
Handbook for Local Title I Officials" issued in July 1971
should help officials to designate eligible attendance areas
by using the best available data. HEW stated also that,
during OE's future reviews of the title I program in Illi-
nois, OE would give special attention to the question of
selecting attendance areas.
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CHAPTER 4

NEED FOR COMPREHENSIVE ASSESSMENT

OF EDUCATIONAL NEEDS

The identification of the multiple educational needs--
including those indirectly related to the educational
process--of chil&ren in project areas is considered by OE
to be essential in designing a program having the maximum
potential for overcoming.educational deprivation. Although
the three LEAs had identified general educational needs of
the educationally deprived children and had implemented
projects to meet these needs, they did not moke comprehen-
sive assesmnents to determine the variety, incidence, or
severity of the needs. Further, the LEAs, contrary to OE
guidelines, did not make concerted efforts to involve
parents of title I children or representatives of interested
community organizations in determining the needs of the
children.

PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS

The objective of the title I program is to provide
supplementary educational services that are responsive to
the academic, behavioral, or physical needs of educationally
deprived children. LEAs are responsible for developing a
list of needs in order of priority, including information
on the incidence and severity of the needs and documenta-
tion of, and the bases for, the assignmmnt of priorities.
OE guidelines do not, however, specifically state how a
needs assessment should be made or the type of documenta-
tion required.

OE guidelines issued in July 1968 state that an LEA
should establish local advisory committees for the plan-
ning, operation, and appraisal of a comprehensive compensa-
tory education program. The guidelines suggest that at
least 50 percent of the committee memberghip consist of
representatives of neighborhood organizations which have
an interest in the compensatory education program and
parents of disadmntaged children attending schools serving
the project area. The remainder of the committee should
include school staff members representing the regular
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and special programs to be
representatives of private
agencies and organizations
title I program.

offered in the proj ect area,
schools, and leaders of other
that have an interest in the

The guidelines emphasize that the parents, agency
representatives, and school staff members should be in-
volved in the early stages of program planning and in dis-
cussions concerning the needs of children because they
might be able to corroborate, or offer insights into, edu-
cational deficiencies.

COMPREHENSIVE ASSESSMENT OF NEEDS NOT MADE

The National Advisory Council on the Education of Dis-
advantaged Children stated in its January 1969 report that
disadvantaged children invariably suffer from a number of
forms of deprivation directly and indirectly related to the
educational process, such as the need for new textbooks and
reduced class size, inadequate nutrition, health disorders,
and emotional problems. Consistent with the intent of the
act, each of these needs must be identified and assessed so
that priorities can be established for planning multiservice
programs to ensure a genuine impact on the participating
children.

Although the three LEAs had identified certain general
educational needs of children, they neither identified nor
assessed the variety, incidence, or severity of the needs
nor documented the evidence used to establish the needs
that had been identified. Also parents of title I children,
private school officials, and representatives of community
organizations who would have knowledge of the needs of these
children were not involved, or wer3 involved only to a lim-
ited extent, in this assessment process.

Chicago LEA

The Chicago LEA title I director told us that the deter-
mination of educational needs had been based on a study
conducted by the LEA in 1965, the first year of the title I
program, which showed the need for smaller classes, improve-
ments in reading and pupil self-image, and teacher in-service
training. The director said that the determination had been
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made by the LEA central administrative staff working in
consultation with district superintendents and school
principals, representatives from a local private school
system, and the local Community Action Agency.

The study was based essentially on several national and
local publications concerning the education of disadvantaged
children in general rather than on data concerning the
specific needs of the children in Chicago. The incidence,
severity, and priority of the needs for the project area
children in Chicago were not identified by the LEA.

Contrary to OE guidelines, parents of title I children,
community organizations (other than the Community Action
Agency), and the various advisory committees were not in-
volved in assessing the educational needs of the education-
ally deprived children. According to the LEA title I
director, advisory committees were formed during the 1968-69
school year. These committees, however, existed in only
10 2 of the 257 schools designated to participate in the
title I program during that year. During 1970 advisory
committees were formed in the remaining schools.

Information supplied to us by the LEA showed that the
composition of these committees was in accordance with OE
guidelines issued in 1968. However, our discussions with
selected committee members and reviews of committee meeting
minutes indicated that these committees were concerned with
a general exchange of information regarding ongoing projects
and did not participate in assessing the needs of the edu-
cationally deprived children.

LEA officials told us that they considered the initial
needs assessment to be adequate for program planning in
later years and had not considered it necessary to obtain
the community involvement required by the revised regulations
which became effective in fiscal year 1969. Although the
officials agreed that the LEA had not identified the priority
needs in accordance with OE instructions, they were convinced
that the program should be structured to deal with generally
recognized reading deficiencies. They said that, because
of the priority placed on remedial reading and its supple-
mentary services, title I programming in Chicago had been
limited to meeting educational needs and that they expected
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other programs and agencies to provide for social needs,
such as clothes and food. The officials said, however,
that the LEA had no procedures for systematically obtaining
information on whether other programs and agencies were
meeting the social needs of the children.

LEA officials told us that, to ensure compliance with
OE requirements, they would initiate a study directed to-.
ward identifying the multiple needs, and the extent of such
needs, of the educationally deprived children in each of
the project area schools and that they would provide that,
through the advisory committees, parents of the title I
children and representatives of interested organizations be
involved in the study. The title I director said that
additional guidance from OE would be useful to more fully
explain the objective and use of the needs assessment and
the determination of priorities so that the LEA could be
fully responsive to the program requirements.

The SEA assistant director having oversight responsi-
bility for the title I program in Chicago told us that she
was aware that the LEA had not complied with the OE require-
ment that program planning be based on a community-developed,
comprehensive needs assessment and that she had met with
the LEA on several occasions to discuss this matter. She
believed that the LEA had not adequately complied with this
requirement because OE instructions did not adequately
explain how a needs assessment should be made or what type
of detail or documentation should be developed in support
of the assessment.

Harrisburg LEA

In its fiscal year 1970 project application, the
Harrisburg LEA listed as the priority needs of educationall:,
deprived children in the project area the need for improve-
ment in student achievement, the emphasis being on reading
and self-image.

The title I director told us that the LEA's determi-
nations had evolved over the years on the basis of experi-
ence gained from prior programs; test results; and informal
discussions with teachers, school principals, parents,
representatives of local agencies concerned with the needs
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of children, and members of the schools' parent-teacher
associations. Although remedial reading was the primary
need identified by the LEA, it neither documented the
incidence or severity of the reading problem in the project
area nor documented the evidence used to show what other
needs, if any, had been considered.

According to the title I director, the LEA does not
have a list of needs beyond that shown in the project
application because it lacks criteria for determining what
should be on such a list and how it should be documented.
LEA officials told us that OE guidelines should be clarified
to better explain the LEA's responsibility for conducting a
comprehensive assessment of needs. Although LEA officials
agreed that other educational needs probably existed, they
were not aware of any unmet needs having a higher priority
than reading. They said that they believed that such needs
as health, counseling, and speech correction were being
adequately met with local funding.

The LEA established a citywide title I advisory committee
in July 1970, comprising one teacher, two LEA officials,
three parent-teacher association presidents, a representative
of the teachers' association, and two parents. OE guidelines
suggest that 50 percent of the membership of advisory commit-
tees be composed of parents of the disadvantaged children anci
other representatives of the community having a particular
interest in compensatory education. In April 1971 LEA
officials told us that the committee had met only once, in
July 1970, for a general discussion of the ongoing and
planned title I projects.

After we discussed OE's suggestions for parental and
commtmity involvement on advisory committees with LEA
officials, they said that they planned to form a new advi-
sory committee to make the required needs assessment and
that the composition of this committee would be in confor-
mity with OE guidelines. The title I director told us that
he had not placed much emphasis on advisory committees
because he believed that, in the relatively small community
of Harrisburg, he and other LEA officials had sufficient
knowledge of, and contact with, the educationally deprived
children, their families, and representatives of the social
service agencies to determine the needs of the children.
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The SEA supervisor responsible for the title I program
in Harrisburg told us that for smaller LEAs, such as
Harrisburg, multiple educational needs usually existed but
not to a sufficient extent to warrant having several title I
specialists, such as nurses or social workers, to meet these
needs. Therefore the SEA had emphasized projects directed
toward academic problems, particularly reading. He said,
however, that he would monitor Harrisburg's program to ensure
that the planned corrective actions are implemented.

Rockford LEA

The LEA identified remedial reading and several supple-
mentary services, such as those provided by a school nurse
and sOcial worker, as the priority needs of educationally
deprived children in its project area. The LEA title I
director said that these needs had been determined primarily
from disCussions between LEA staff members and principals of
selected schools participating in the title I program.

The need for the remedial reading activity, according
to the LEA' s proj ect application, was evidenced by below-
average performance on standardized reading achievement
tests. ,-No specific data were cited to support the needs for
any of the supplementary services. The LEA had not determined,
the incidence or severity of these needs and had not ade-
quately doctunented the need for the services.

The LEA did not consult officials from private schools
regarding.the educational needs of educationally deprived
children even though these schools served a large number of
children in the title I project area, nor did the LEA
consult parents of title I children or representatives of
community organizations interested in the needs of children.

Principals and teachers that we interviewed indicated
that the children in the program had many educational needs
that were not being met, particularly the need for psycho-
logical, health, and counseling services, as well as English
language instruction.

LEA officials acknowledged that they had not complied
with the OE requirement,. for ,a comprehensive needs assessment
and that,their program was not responsive to the multiple
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needs of the participating children. The officials said
that they would take steps to make the required assessment
and would form advisory councils in the project area in
accordance with OE guidelines.

The SEA regional supervisor responsible for the LEA's
program agreed with our findings and said that the SEA
would monitor the LEA's plans to make a needs assessment
to provide a basis for planning future programs.

CONCLUSIONS

,The LEAs.did not make comprehensive.assessments of the
needs of the children in their project areas,and they did
not document the evidence used in determining the needs
that had been identified. Also the LEAs, contrary to OE
guidelines, did not make concerted efforts to involve the
parents of title I children or the representatives of inter-
ested community organizations in determining the needs of
the children. Had needs assessments been made, the LEAs
would have been in a better position to design a program
having maximum expectations of success in overcomtng the
educational deprivation of the children selected to partic-
ipate in the program.

The SEA should increase its suxveillance of the LEAs'
efforts in assessing the educational needs of the children,
including the extent to which parents and community repre-
sentatives are involved, to help ensure that the title I
program is responsive to the priority needs of the partic-
ipating children. Also, because LEA officials did not have
a clear understanding of the purpose of the needs assessment
or the manner in which it should be accomplished, additional
guidance from OE is needed.

RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE SECRETARY
OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND wIanim

HEW should emphasize to the SEA the need for LEAs to
make comprehensive assessments of needs in accordance with
OE instructions and to document such assessments. HEW
should also furnish additional guidance to all LEAs to assist
them in making the required comprehensive assessment of needs.
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HEW concurred in our recommendations and stated that
OE would (1) reemphasize to the SEA the need for LEAs to
make and document comprehensive assessments of needs and
(2) give special attention durtng its next program review
in the State to the procedures used in making these assess-
ments.

HEW stated also that in January 1972 OE disseminated
to the various State title I coordinators 21 transparencies
which outlined the basic steps an LEA should follow in
making needs assessments. The coordinators were to reproduce
the transparencies and distribute them to each LEA for use
in program development training sessions.
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CHAPTER 5

IMPROVEMENTS NEEDED IN PROGRAM DESIGN AND OPERATICN

Various aspects of the LEAs' program design and oper-
ation, which have been stressed by OE as being important to
the success of the title I program, should be strengthened
to improve program effectiveness. Specifically a need exists

--to concentrate the progran on a limited number of
eligible attendance areas and to provide a variety
of services to participating children,

--to establish procedures for selecting the most edu-
cationally deprived children to participate in proj-
ect activities,

--to extend services to eligible non-public-school
children, and

--to involve parents of title I children and represen-
tatives of community organizations.

One or more of these areas required special attention
in the programs of all three LEAs.

CONCENTRATION OF PROGRAM AND
PROVISION OF SERVICES

The Chicago and Harrisburg
programs to a limited number of
termined by them to be eligible
LEA did not concentrate title I

LEAs did not restrict their
school attendance areas de-
to participate, the Chicago
services in those school

attendance areas having the highest concentration of chil-
.dren from low-income families, and none of the LEAs provided
a variety of services to a limited number of participating
children.

OE regulations state that projects should be of suffi-
cient size, scope, and quality to provide reasonable promise
of substantial success. According to OE guidelines, each
participating child should be provided with a variety of
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services and the program should be restricted to a limited
number of children in a limited number of eligible school
attendance areas. The guidelines state that more services
should be provided and that a larger portion of children
should participate in areas having the highest concentration
of children from low-income families. The LEA is to make
certain that the needs of children in schools in such areas
are met before considering the needs of children in eligible
areas having a lower concentration of children from low-
income families.

The National Advisory Council on the Education of Dis-
advantaged Children concluded in its January 1969 report
that success with disadvantaged children requires a concen-
tration of services on a limited number of children- but
stated that, partly due to political pressure and to a nor-
mal. human desire to do something for as many children as
possible, many school administrators had spread their lim-
ited funds over very large groups. The Council reported
that, as a result, although the children might be provided
with a needed service for the first time, all of their other
handicaps might go untouched and that title I funds--al-
though spent for entirely worthy purposes--had simply failed
to achieve the overall purpose of the enabling legislation.
Therefore the Council called for adherence to the principle
of concentrating funds where the need is greatest, so that
a limited number of dollars can have genuine impact rather
than be dissipated in laudable but inconclusive efforts.

Chicago LEA

Title I project activities for fiscal year 1970 were
carried out in. 267, or 97 percent, of the Chicago LEA's
275 schools determined by. it to be eligible to participate
in the program. Each school participated in from one to 13
activities; the average was five.

Although an average five activities was available at
each school, our tests indicated that the majority of title
I children had been enrolled in only one or two activities.
LEA records for 47 of the schools in areas having the high-
est concentration, of children from low-income families showed
that 6,750 of the 10,400 participating children had been
enrolled in one or two activities and that only 620 had been

'15
30 -



enrolled in five or more activities. Further, LEA records
showed that only one title I activity had been available in
46 other schools of-the 267 title I schools.

The LEA' s application stated that, for the reading
activity, a variety of services would be provided to the
participants by also including them in three supportive ac-
tivities, such as field trips. However, over 50 percent of
the students in the reading activity did not participate in
supportive activities. Also, although 23,800 children par-
ticipated in the LEA's school-community identification ac-
tivity, 2,700 were in schools in which this was the only
title I activity and about 7,000 other participants were
not enrolled in any of their school's other title I activ-
ities.

LEA officials told us that title I activities were con-
centrated in 101 schools called focus-area schoolsschools
either in areas having the highest concentration of children
from low-income families or in Model Cities areas . However,
eleven focus-area schools had fewer than the average number
of five activities and 27 non-focus-area schools had more
than the average, as shown below.

Number of Number of
Number focus-area non-focus-area

of activities schools schools Total

1 - 46 46
2 - 41 41

3 3 23 26

4 8 17 25

5 7 12 19

6 or more 83 27 110

Total 101 166 267

Also our analysis showed that 37 schools among those
in areas having the highest concentration of children from
low-income families had fewer than five activities and that
36 schools among those in areas having the lowest concentra-
tion of such children had five or more activities. The LEA
title I director told us that there were many reasons for
the37 schools' having fewer than five activities, including
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lack of space and staff and an expressed reluctance on the
part of principals to administer a great number of activ-
ities. We contacted the principals of nine schools having
the lowest number of activities, and they told us that, al-
though the reasons given by the title I director were valid
.for the 1970 program, they were currently interested in
having more title I activities and believed that any space
and staffing problems could be overcome.

One reason given by LEA officials for placing a large
number of activities in the 36 schools in areas having the
lowest concentration of children from lowincome families
was that some of the schools were in Model Cities areas.
They said that they concentrated services in these schools
to comply with the objective of the Model Cities Program to
concentrate resources in Model Cities areas. However, the
Model Cities guidelines state that Model Cities areas are
eligible for Federal programs, such as those authorized by
title I, only if they meet the eligibility criteria and pri-
orities of those programs.

LEA officials agreed that they had not limited partici-
pation and told us that, beginning with the 1972 program,
they planned to substantially reduce the number of partici-
pating schools and to limit the program to schools in areas
having the highest concentrations of children from low-.
income families. They said that the 1972 program would pro-
vide for concentrating services on individual children in
that supportive services would be provided only to children
enroll ed in a basic instructional activity.

LEA officials told us that, to help ensure compliance
with the laws and regulations, the Federal Government should
clarify the relationship between the title I programs and
the Model Cities Program.

Harrisburg LEA

The Harrisburg LEA did not concentrate its fiscal year
1970 title I program in a lithited number of schools but
carried.out its project, which consisted primarily of reading
instruction,in all six schools that it determined to be el-
igible to participate.
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LEA officials told us that there was little variation
in the incidence of poverty in the school areas but that,
beginning with the fiscal Year 1971 program, 'they, began to
concentrate their title I prograth on using 1pcakiather than
title I funds to finance program activities in the high
school. They said that they were also considering using
local funds to finance activities in the junior high school
in fiscal year 1972, which would thereby limit the title I
program to the elementary schools.

Although the services were generally limited to reading,
LEA officials told us that they did not consider this to be
a deviation from the OE guidelines requiring that a variety
of services be provided to each participating child, since
other servicessuch as health, speech correction, psycholog-
ical services, and guidance counselingwere being provided
through the regular school program or through local agencies.
They said, however, that on the basis of our review, they
planned to make a comprehensive assessment of the needs of
the educationally deprived children (see ch. 4) in Harris-
burg to determine whether available services had been ade-
quate.

Rockford LEA

The Rockford LEA did, for the most part, limit the num-
ber of participating schools and children in its project
activities. However, the participants in the regular-term
reading activity were not provided with other activities
considered essential for success in overcoming educational
deprivation.

During the regular school term, essentially one activ-
ity was provided, remedial reading. The services of nurses,
teacher-aides, and a social worker were also furnished. In

contrast, during the summer term several services, including
counseling, books for parents, and recreation, were provided,
in addition to instruction in reading.

The assistant superintendent for the LEA told us that
he had not provided the same variety of services during the
regular school term as provided during the summer term be-
cause similar services were locally funded during the regular
term. He said that he now realizes that the services
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proVided under the regular programLwere not sufficient to
meet the needs of the educationally deprived child and that
he. therefore planned to establish a pilot project to provide
other services in conjunction with the regular-term reading
activity.
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SELECTION OF CHILDREN TO PARTICIPATE
IN PROJECT ACTIVITIES

The Chicago and Rockford LEAs did not establish defini-
tive criteria or procedures for selecting children to par-
ticipate in project activities. As a result, neither the
LEAs nor the SEA were in a position to assure themselves
that the most educationally deprived children had been se-
lected. Further some project activities were available to
all children rather than concentrated on the educationally
deprived.

OE guidelines state that the title I program must be
focused on those children who are most in need of spezial
educational assistance and that this process will normally
involve determining the needs of individual groups of chil-
dren and the possibilities for success in working with
these groups. The regulations state that projects should
be focused on the most educationally deprived and should not
be designed merely to meet the needs of the student body at
large or those of a specified grade.

Chicago LEA

At the Chicago LEA the criteria for selecting partici-
pating children were not clearly defined nor uniformly ap-
plied for the two largest project activities-- special assi s-
tance in reading ($5 million expended) and school-community
identification ($3 million expended). Also two other activi-
ties--family living centers and outdoor education and camp-
ingwere available to all students.

According to the LEA's application, participation in
the reading activity during the regular school term was to
be limited to children whose achievement levels were 2 or
more years below grade level and who were not being served
by a State-required program for the educable mentally handi-
capped. Further, priority was to be given to the most edu-
cationally deprived. However, the bases to be used for mak-
ing the grade-level determinations and for selecting partici-
pants were not indicated in the application.
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The proposal for the summer reeding activity stated
that it was to be an extension of the regular-term activity
and Isms to have essentially the same requirements for par-
ticipation, except that no specific grade-level deficiency
was cited as a selection criterion. LEA reports stated,
hawever, that the children selected had reading deficiencies
of 1 or more years below grade level.

An LEA official told us that three methods were to be
used by school officials to select children to participate
in the reading activity during the regular term: (1) test
scores, (2) teacher observation, and (3) a combination of
the child's past and potential performance as determined by
tests and teacher observation. He also said that, to aid
the school officials in making their selections, each school
principal had been furnished with the title I guidelines and
a copy of the application.

Our visits to 13 of the 85 schools at which the reading
activity had been provided during the regular term showed
that different methods had been used by school principals to
select children to participate in the activity. For example,
same principals said that they selected children who had
2-year deficiencies in reading level based on achievement
scores; others said that they selected children who were
2 years behind the grade levels expected of children of
their chronological ages; still others said that they se-
lected children who were 2 years behind the grade levels
expected of children of their mental ages. Moreover some
principals said that, in making these determinations, they
used citywide tests and others said that they used their
own tests.

An LEA official told us that the selection of children
to participate in the summer-term reading activity had been
made by school principals on the basis of.the most recent
test data. He also said that a test had been given to each
child during the first week of the activity. Our analysis
of these test scores for 652 of the 741 pupils enrolled at
three of the schools where the reading activity was provided
showed that 143 pupils, or 22 percent, were less than 1 year
behind their grade levels in reading.
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LEA officials said that, to engure future uniformity in
the selection process, beginning with the 1972 program, they
would more fully specify the selection criteria to be fol-
lowed by school offiCals and that they would require that a
record be maintained of the basis used in selecting each
participating child.

According to an LEA official, participation in the
school-community identification activity in those schools
having other title I activities was to be limited to children
who also participated in a basic title I instructional ac-
tivity. For those schools where school-community identifica-
tion was the only title I activity, participation was to be
limited to the most educationally deprived children in those
schools.

Our discussions with principals and school officials at
16 of the 206 schools that participated in the school-
community identification activity indicated that nine of the
16 schools weTe serving all children and had no procedures
for focusing the services on the most educationally deprived
children. LEA officials told us that procedures would be
developed to limit participation in this activity to the most
educationally deprived children and that they would monitor
the schools to ensure compliance.

In the outdoor education and camping activity ($808,000
expended), which was designed to provide supplemental learn-
ing in an outdoor environment, all children at grade levels
specified in the application were allowed to participate
whether or not they were educationally deprived. LEA offi-
cials told us that they provided far participation by all
children because they believed that such participation would
be more advantageous to the educationally deprived children
than segregating them from the rest of the class. They said,
however, that they recognized that this practice was not con-
sistent with the title I regulations and guidelines and that,
beginning with the 1972 program, only those children enrolled
in a basic instructional activity could participate in this
activity.

LEA records for the family living center activity
($867,000 expended), which had been created to enable preg-
nant girls to maintain scholastic pace with their classmates,

37



showed that enrollment was open to all pregnant girls fram
any public or private school. LEA officials told us that
there was a great citywide need for the activity and be-
lieved that without title I funding it would cease to oper-
ate, because the Chicago Board of Education had refused to
take over the funding. They said, however, that future par-
ticipation would be limited to those pregnant girls from the
title I eligible school attendance areas.

Rockford LEA

The Rodkford LEA's project application did not specify
definitive selection criteria and stated that those students
having the greatest difference between reading achievement
and reading potential shauld be selected for the regular-
term and summer-term reading activities (512,000 experided).
Our discussions with principals and title I teachers at
three schools shawed that they had developed their own cri-
teria for selecting students to participate in the reading
activity. The selections were based primarily on regular
classroom teacher referrals or title I teacher judgments
based on their experience with the children and whatever
objective evidence was available.

LEA officials agreed that definitive criteria and pro-
cedures were needed to ensure that in each school the chil-
dren most in need of special help wauld be selected for the
reading activities and said that they would take steps to
develop such criteria.

Certain supplementary title I services provided by
nurses and some teacher-aides appeared to be of the nature
of general aid to the student body at large rather than
categorical aid to identified educationally deprived chil-
dren. These services cost $47,000, or 19 percent of the
$247,600 spent for the title I project by the LEA during the
regular school term. The nurses furnished health care to
all children in the eligible school rather than concentrated
their services on those identified as educationally deprived.
Also, teacher-aides served as librarians in several schools
rather than as assistants to the title I teachers, contrary
to what was called for in the project application.
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LEA officials agreed with our findings and said that
they would develop procedures to help ensure that services
of nurses and teacher-aides are focused on the educationally
deprived children.

EXTENSION OF SERVICES TO
NON- PUBL IC- SCHOOL CHILDREN

Participation by non-public-school children in the
Rockford LEA's title I project was limited to proViding
nonpublic schools with small amounts of equipment and to
having a limited number of children attend the summer school
activities. Provision for participation of educationally
deprived non-public-school children was made by the Chicago
LEA in its title I program. No nonpublic schools Were in
the area served by the Harrisburg LEA.

The enablimg legislation states that children eftrolled
in private schools should be given opportunities to partici-
pate in an LEA's title I program. OE title I guidelines
state that the equally high priority needs of educationally
deprived private school children should be met with services
comparable in scope and quality to those given to public
school children. Title I regulations require that the needs
of educationally deprived children enrolled in private
schools, the number of children who will participate in the
program, and the types of special educational services to
be provided for them.shall be determined after consultation
with persons knowledgeable of the needs of the private
school children.

The National Advisory Council on the Education of Dis-
advantaged Children stated in its January 1969 report that
available information indicated that adequate provision was
not being made in the title I program for disadvantaged,
non-public-school children and that such children should be
fully considered in planning and operating the title I pro-
gram to ensure equal opportunities for all children in the
project area.

Although a small amount of equipment was provided to
nonpublic schools, LEA records showed that none of the
1,223 children in the Rockford LEA Who participated in its
fiscal year 1970 title I program during the regular school
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term were from nonpublic schools and that 196 of the 1,696
children who participated during the sunmer term were from
nonpublic schools. LEA records indicated that non-public-
school children represented more than 7,300, or 14 percent,
of the 51,400 children in the area served by the LEA.

Private school officials told us that they wanted their
students to participate in title I activities during the
regular school term. A spokesmUn for the Catholic school
system, the largest non-public-school system in Rockford,
told us that LEA officials had agreed orally to have eli-
gible children from his schools participate during the 1970
regular school term but that the children had never partici-
pated. Information in the files showed that the spokesman
had followed up with the LEA on this matter. However, be-
cause LEA officials with whom the oral agreement had been
reached were no longer employed by the LEA, we were unable
_to determine why the Catholic school children had not been
'brought into the program.

LEA officials responsible for the program at the time
of our review said that they would take corrective action
and would schedule a conference with non-public-school of-
ficials so that they could plan for adequate title I pro-
gram participation by non-public-school children.
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INVOLVEMMT OF PARENTS AND
COMMUNITY ORGANIZATIONS IN PROGRNM

Opportunities existed at all three LEAs to increase
the involvement of parents of title I children and represen-
tatives of community organizations in program operations.
Maximizing the involvement of these groups could help to in-
crease the responsiveness of the title I program to the needs
of the dhildren. As discussed in chapter 4 of this report,
parents and community organizations also wtre not involved
in determining the needs of the children.

OE guidelines state that provision should be made in an
LEA's title I program for the participation of, and special
services for, parents of title I children and that the goal
of such activities and services should be to build the par-
ents' capabilities to work with the school to support their
children's well-beftig, growth, and development.

The guidelines state also that resources from other pro-
grams and organizations should be used, together with title I
funds, to meet the needs of educationally deprived children.
The guidelines recognize that, to avoid duplication of ef-
fort and to increase the impact of title I, which is directed
primarily at the educational needs of children, it is impor-
tant that community organizations be made aware of these
needs, particularly those needs indirectly related to the
educational process, such as improved nutrition and the
treatment and prevention of diseases and disabilities.

The National Advisory Council on the Education of Dis-
advantaged Children stated in its January 1969 report that
no school or program could, by itself, hope to overcome the
manifold effects of disadvantagement. According to the re-
port, a child spends no more than 6 hours a day in school
but the rest of the day is also a learning time for the
child. The report indicated that, if the title I program was
to be successful, it had to be part of an alliance between
parents, the community, and educators.

The Chicago program provided for parental involvement,
and each school provided for coordination of program opera-
tions with community organizations. However, LEA officials
told us that no procedures or plans existed for coordinating
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on an LEA-wide basis title I activities with Chicago's De-
partment of Human Resources which coordinates food, health,
and housing services for the city's disadvantaged. They
said, hcmever, that they would welcome such coordination
and would take steps to secure it in the future.

In the Harrisburg and Rockford programs, parents gen-
erally were involved only to the extent that they partici-
pated in conferences with teachers or attended parent-teacher
association meetings at which title I activities might have
been discussed. Nb concerted efforts were made by the LEAs
to involve parents and representatives of community organi-
zations in the operation of the program.

Officials of the three LEAs told us that in the future
the desired involvement would be achieved through the title I
advisory committees. (See ch. 4.)

SEA AND OE COMNENTS

OE officials concurred with us that an LEA should not
include all eligible school attendance areas in its title I
program but should concentrate on those areas having the
highest concentration of children from law-income families.
They noted with approval, during a field visit to the Chicago,
LEA in September 1971, that the LEA planned to reduce the
number of participating schools from 267 to 90 in its 1972
title I program. Subsequently the SEA informed OE that the
LEA had not succeeded in readhing this goal in its 1972 pro-
gram but that substantial reductions should be realized by
1973.

Both SEA and OE officials agreed that there was a need
to clarify the use of title I resources in Model Cities
areas. OE officials said that they were working on recom-
mendations to clarify the relationship between the two pro-
grams.

SEA officials agreed with our findings and the actions
planned by the LEAs and told us that they wbuld monitor
these actions. They also said that they would require LEAs
to include specific details in future project applications
on how they planned to involve parents and community organi-
zations in their title I programs.
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CONCLUSIONS

The three LEAs did
,

not adequately concentrate their
title I programs on providing a variety.of services to a
limited number of participating children. Two LEAs did not
establish definitive criteria or procedures for selecting
children to participate in project activities, and one of
these LEAs did not provide for adequate participation by
non-public-school children. Increased involvement in pro-
gram operations by parents of title I children and represen-
tatives of community organizations was needed at all three
LEAs to maximize the potential impact on the target children.

The LEAs have promised to take actions which, if prop-
erly 'mplemented, should correct the weaknesses noted.

RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE SECRETARY
OF HEALTH, EDUCATION,AND WELFARE

HEW should work with the SEA and LEAs to help ensure
that the title I program (1) is concentrated in a limited
number of eligible school attendance areas and is providing
a variety of services to the participating children, (2) is
focused on the most educationally deprived children, (3) is
extended to eligible non-public-school children, and (4) in-
volves parents and other groups in the community.

HEW should also furnish guidance as soon as possible
to SEAs and LEAs on providing title I services to schools
in Model Cities areas.

IMO 11

HEW concurred in our recommendations and stated that
OE (1) had worked, and would continue to work, with the SEA
on developing procedures and techniques for improving pro-
gram design and operation, (2) had issued a handbook on the
participation of private school children, and (3) would soon
issue a handbook on parental involvement.

HEW stated also that, during the last week of January
1972, OE and the Model Cities Division of the Department of
Housing and Urban Development cosponsored a national confer-
ence to develop strategies as to how title I and Model Cities

43



programs could complement each other in providing maximum
benefits to children in areas compatible with both programs.
In addition, HEW stated that a representative of OE had
been invited by the SEA to participate in a proposed meet-
ing with the Model Cities staff to promote understanding
and cooperation at all levels.
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CHAPTER 6

NEED FOR REVIEW OF EQUIPMENT

PURCHASED WITH TITLE I FUNDS

Contrary to OE guidelines, none of the three LEAs or
the SEA reviewed title I equipment inventories to determine
whether the equipment was being effectively utilized to as-
sist the children intended to be served by the program. A

large part of the equipment that had accumulated after pro-
gram inception in 1965 was not being used for currently
funded title I projects but was being used in other projects
and activities that might have constituted aid to the schools
in general. Such aid is contrary to the objectives of the
title I program.

SEA records showed that equipment costing about
$12.4 million was procured under the title I program by all
LEAs in Illinois during fiscal years 1966 through 1970. The

Chicago, Harrisburg, and Rockford LEAs expended about
$8.2 million, $89,000, and $231,000, respectively, during
this 5-year period. The major part of this equipment was
purchased during the early years of the title I program.

PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS

The title I regulations require that an LEA's applica-
tion provide assurance that property acquired with program
funds will be used for the purpose of the grant. The regula-
tions also provide that each LEA maintain an inventory of
all units of equipment acquired with title I funds and cost-
ing $100 or more.

According to OE guidelines equipment purchased under
an approved title I project but not needed for current ti-
tle I activities may be used in schools, including those no
longer eligible for title I participation, provided it is
used to carry on other education activities for educationally
deprived children. However, such equipment must be made
available, as needed, to schools participating in current
title I activities.
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The guidelines also state that equipment no longer ap-
propriate for use in title I projects should be sold or
transferred to the LEA's regular equipment inventory and the
appropriate amounts refumded to the Federal Government. The
SEA, according to the guidelines, is required to review ex-
isting title I inventories of equipment and to ensure that
such equipment is being effectively used for title I purposes.

USE OF EQUIPMENT NOT REVIEWED'

Contrary to OE guidelines, neither the SEA nor the
three LEAs reviewed title I equipment inventories to deter-
mine whether the equipment was being effectively utilized.
Moreover a significant part ofequipment purchased after 1965
with title I program funds was no longer being used to aid
the children intended to be served by the title I program.

Chicago LEA

Our tests of the Chicago LEA's inventory records showed
that title I equipment was assigned by the LEA to many
schools that were ineligible for title I projects during
1970. Because of the manner in which the LEA maintained its
inventory records, it was unable to readily provide us with
the value of this equipment. According to LEA records,
13 schools were eligible for the program prior to 1970 and
some had never been eligible. During our visits to two of
the 13 schools, it appeared that some title I equipment was
being used for general purposes rather than for activities
for educationally deprived children. For example, at both
of the schools, audio-visual equipment purchased with ti-
tle I funds was available for general use in the regular
classrooms.

LEA officials told us that they were unaware that ti-
tle I equipment was located in schools which had never been
eligible for title I participation and that they would re-
move this equipment and woudd establish procedures to help
ensure that in the future such equipment is not transferred
to ineligible schools. They believed, however, that OE
should issue more precise guidelines on what use of title I
equipment would be permissible in schools that had once
participated in the program but were no longer eligible.
Tley said that, because the guidelines were not clear, they
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did not know whether the equipment in the 13 schools was
being used for acceptable purposes. .

Harrisburg LEA

The Harrisburg LEA records showed that the high school,
which had only a special reading class approved under the
1970 title I program, had title I equipment costing over
$42,000, including industrial shop equipment costing $27,000
and music, art, and home economics equipment costing $6,100.
In addition, title I equipment costing about $3,000 was as-
signed to elementary schools not eligible at the time of
our review for participation in the title I program.

LEA officials told us that some of the equipment was
being used in classes that by their nature were geared
toward the educationally deprived. The officials said that,
for example, the industrial shop equipment was being used in
vocational classes at the high school and that some of the
equipment at the elementary schools was being used by speech
correctionists. The officials said, however, that these
classes were open to all students and were not restricted tc
educationally deprived children. Title I regulations require
that title I funds be used to meet the needs of educationally
deprived children.

Rockford LEA

Equipment costing about $110,000 and purchased by the
Rockford LEA with title I funds during fiscal years 1966
through 1970 was not being used in the title I program at
the time of our review. LEA officials told us that no other
compensatory education projects existed in Rockford. Ac-
cording to LEA records, equipment costing about $61,000 was
located in 20 schools that were not eligible for title I
projects in 1970 or 1971 and equipment costing about $49,000
was located in schools that, although eligible, had no ti-
tle I projects designed to use such equipment. For example,
home economics, industrial arts, and science equipment cost-
ing about $47,000 was located in one junior high school,
although the title I project activities at this school con-
sisted of remedial reading, mathematics, and related serv-
ices.
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LEA officials said that, on the basis of our findings,
they would review the use of and need for this equipment
and that, if it was no longer required for title I purposes,
they either would sell the equipment or would transfer it to
the LEA's regular equipment inventory and would credit the
Federal Government with the appropriate amount.

SEA COMMENTS

SEA supervisors responsible for the Chicago, Harrisburg,
and Rockford title I programs told us that, because of other
work priorities, they had never made a complete review of
title I equipment inventories. They said that generally
their reviews had been limited to equipment used in selected
title I projects that they had visited during the program
year.

The SEA director of the title I program told us that
the SEA had not placed a high priority on its responsibility
for reviewing the use of this equipment because he and his
limited staff had not had time to oversee this responsibility
due to their heavy involvement in approving new projects and
reviewing ongoing ones.

The director agreed that a thorough review of equipment
purchased with title I funds should be made to ensure that
it is being properly used. He said, however, that additional
guidance was needed from OE to clarify what is an acceptable
use of this equipment as it relates to other compensatory
education programs.

CONCLUSIONS

A considerable part of the title I equipment that the
three LEAs had accumulated after program inception was not
being used in the currently funded title I program but was
being used in other projects and activities that may have
constituted aid to the schools in general. Neither the
LEAs nor the SEA reviewed existing title I equipment inven-
tories to determine whether the equipment was being properly
used for title I purposes, contrary to OE guidelines. Some
of this equipment was being used in activities which LEA and
SEA officials believed constituted other compensatory educa-
tion activities and which was thus permitted by OE guidelines.
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The guidelines, however, do not set forth specific criteria
on what uses are permissible.

RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE SECRETARY
OF HEALTH. EDUCATION, AND WELFARE

HEW should (1) issue additional guidelines to all SEAs
stating under what circumstances and conditions equipment
purchased with title I funds may be used in other programs,
(2) emphasize to SEAs the importance of reviewing LEAs'
title I equipment inventories to determine whether the equip-
ment is being used to meet the needs of educationally de-
prived children and, when equipment is not being used for
such purposes, ensuring that LEAs either sell the equipment
or transfer it to their regular equipment inventories and
credit the Federal Government with the appropriate amount.

HEW concurred in our recommendations and stated that
OE was drafting a'revised regulation which would give consid-
eration to (1) specific criteria on permissible uses of ti-
tle I equipment in other programs and (2) strengthening SEA
surveillance of LEA title I equipment inventories and of
LEA di:position of such equipment not being used for title I
purposes.
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CHAPTER 7

IMPROVEMENT- NEEDED. IN

SEA'S ADMINISTRATION OF PROGRAM

To help improve LEAs' program operations, the SEA
should, ih addition to reviewing LEW title I equipment
inventories, strengthen its administration in three other
resper...tsreviewing project .applications, monitoring LEA ac-
tivities, and administering local financial audits:

....The title 'I regulations 'req-uire the SEA to review all
project applications submitted 'by LEAs arid to monitor, the
projects to ensure "that they are designed to 'meet the spe-
cial educational needs of educationally deprived children.
In addition, the SEA must provide for the audit of all proj-
ect expenditures.

'REVIEW OF PROJECT APPLICATIONS

Beginning with the. fiscal year 1970 program,. OE as-
signed responsibility for designing title I project applica-
tion forms to SEAs. The application forms designed by the
Illinois SEA for fiscal years 1970 and 1971 did not elicit,
and SEA officials did not request, sufficient information
for the SEA to determine whether the proposed projects met
the requirements of the act. The application form was not
designed to obtain important inf ormat ion on such, factors
as:

- -A list of needs in order of priority for each group
of children to be served.

- -A description of the types of changes sought and the
degree of change expected in the child's performance
as a result of the project.

--An analysis of the special needs of private school
students and information on the comparability of ser-
vices to be provided to these students and to public
school students.
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--A description of planned parental involvement.

--A description of the proposed evaluation plan.

The fiscal year 1970 applications were reviewed by 11
SEA regional supervisors who approved about 900 separate
projects. The regional supervisors responsible for the
three LEAs covered in our review told us that, because they
did not have time in some cases to request additional sup-
porting information from LEAs, it was necessary to base ap-
proval on either their personal knowledge or assumptions
regarding LEA projects. Additional information was acquired
in some instances but only after the project had become opera-
tional.

SEA officials told us that they were revising the ap-
plication form for the fiscal year 1972 program to elicit
additional required information and that staff members would
be added to more thoroughly review the applications.

OE officials told us that they had not in the past re-
viewed the application forms designed by SEAs because of
staffing limitations. They said, however, that their staff
had recently been increased and that in the future they
would review the adequacy of the application forms. In

addition, OE issued a manual in April 1971 which should be
of assistance to SEAs in designing and reviewing project
applications.

OE officials told us also that, during a visit made to
the SEA in September 1971, they noted that SEA officials
were making more thorough reviews of project applications
and, in many cases, were deferring approval pending receipt
of additional information from LEAs.

MONITORING LEA ACTIVITIES

SEA monitoring of LEA activities was generally not
systematic but was left to the discretion of the regional
supervisors. Generally the supervisors were concerned with
visiting each LEA from one to three times a year rather than
with scheduling visits on the basis of potential program
weaknesses.



In addition, these visits were frequently not of suf-
ficient scope to detect the type of weaknesses discussed
in this report. The SEA supervisor for the Chicago LEA
told us that she had not obtained nor examined the documen-
tation supporting the LEA's computation of the number of
children from low-income families in each school attendance
area and had not verified the eligibility of children in
accordance with the selection criteria contained in the ap-
plication. The supervisor for the Rockford LEA said that
he generally had not made in-depth reviews of program com-
pliance areas.

SEA of fizials told us that their ability to effectively
monitor LEA activities had been limited by a staff shortage.
For example, one SEA supervisor was responsible for the en-
tire Chicago LEA and two other supervisors were responsible
for about 190 LEAs, in addition to the Harrisburg and Rock-
ford LEAs. SEA officials said that they planned to (1) in-
crease the support staff of the regional supervisors and
to adjust the number of LEAs for which each supervisor
would be responsible and (2) develop guidelines for use by
the regional supervisors in scheduling visits to LEAs and
in monitoring project activities.

OE officials told us that they agreed with the actions
planned by the SEA. Also OE issued a manual in April 1971
for use by SEAs in monitoring LEA project activities.

ADMINISTRATION OF LOCAL FINANCIAL AUDITS

Contrary to OE regulations, the SEA did not establish
effective administrative control over financial audits of
title I activities of LEAs. No systematic procedures were
established for reviewing audit reports and notifying LEAs
of audit exceptions requiring corrective action.

Audits of LEA projects in Illinois are made by certified
public accounting firms engaged by LEAs, and copies of the
reports are sent to the SEA. The SEA developed instructions
for conducting such audits and distributed them to the ac-
counting firms making the audits. However, the SEA did not
establish procedures for the systematic review of the audit
reports. The SEA did not review the audit reports for fiscal
years 1968 and 1970 and only partially completed its review
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of fiscal year 1969 reports. Moreover the SEA did not notify
LEAs of the corrective action required to satisfy audit ex-
ceptions .in the reports. According to SEA officials this
situation resulted from a lack of clearly defined responsi-
bilities between the SEA's audit group and its title I pro-
gram administrators on the follow-up of audit exceptions.

SEA officials told us that many of the audit reports
had not been prepared in full compliance with SEA instruc-
tions. They said that, for example, the reports did not
include information on whether project expenditures had been
properly budgeted for and were consistent with the terms of
the approved grant. However, the SEA had no procedures for
directly advising the public accounting firms of inadequa-
cies, and representatives from several firms told us that
they were unaware that the SEA was dissatisfied with their
reports.

SEA officials told us that they planned to revise the
audit instructions, to develop new procedures involving the
compvterization of certain records to facilitate a more
timely analysis of the audit reports, and to formalize the
responsibility for notifying LEAs of any required corrective
actions resulting from audit exceptions. They also said
that they would establish procedures for notifying the public
accounting firms of inadequacies in their reports.

CONCLUSION

The procedures followed by the SEA in approving appli-
cations, in monitoring ongoing title I projects, and in ad-
ministering local financial audits were not adequate to en-
sure that the projects were planned and operated in accor-
dance with the act. However, the changes planned by the
SEA, along with the new guidelines issued by OE, should en-
able the SEA to better identify and correct weaknesses in
program administ ration.

RECOMMENDATION TO THE SECRETARY
OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE

HEW should monitor the changes planned by the SEA to

improve its administration of the program and should provide
any technical assistance necessary to implement the changes.
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HEW agreed that improvements were needed in the SEA's
adrniaistration of the title I program and stated that OE
had provided, and would continue to provide, the SEA with
technical assistance to strengthen its administration of the
program. HEW pointed out that (1) during the 1972 State
program review, OE found that improvements had been made by
the SEA, especially in the structure and contents of its
project application forms and in its program monitoring pro-
cedures and (2) the SEA' s audit agency reported that it was
working closely with the Illinois Society of Certified Public
Accountants to strengthen title I audits and that OE would
give special attention to the State's administration of
audits during its next State program review.
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CHAPTER 8

AUDIT FINDINGS REPORTED BY HEW AUDIT AGENCY

As a result of its audits of the title I program in
selected States, the HEW Audit Agency has reported signif-
icant findings on deficiencies in program administration
and fiscal control by LEAs and SEAs. OE generally did not
notify SEAs on a timely basis of the corrective actions to
be taken. Findings reported on the program in 11 States,
including Illinois, had remained unresolved for 2 or more
years. Increases in the number of title I staff members
and implementation of new procedures by OE during 1971
concerning final determinations should provide for more
timely resolution of reported audit findings.

AUDIT RESPONSIBILITY REQUIREMENTS

OE guidelines state that the Audit Agency will make
annual audits of the title I program on a substantially
current basis. The Audit Agency is responsible for devel-
oping audit policies, plans, and procedures and for making
title I audits primarily to determine whether (1) adminis-
trative and financial controls are adequate to provide
reliable reports for management evaluation and decisionmaking,
(2) expenditures were made in accordance with applicable
Federal and State regulations, and (3) projects were con-
ducted in an economical and efficient manner and .in compli-
ance with the requirements of applicable laws and regulations
and the approved State application.

All title I. audit findings reported by the Audit Agency
are to be resolved by the Canmissioner of Education who has
delegated this function to OE's Bureau of Elementary and
Secondary Education. According to OE officials, the SEA
is allowed 30 days after receiving an audit report to respond
to OE on the findings; then OE is to issue a determination
letter stating its position and the corrective action that
must be taken by the SEA. The SEA then is allawed an addi-
tional 30 days to respond to this letter and to either
(1) accept OE's position and take corrective action or
(2) dispute OE's determination, in which case the SEA may
hold discussions with, and submit additional evidence.to,
OE, after which OE makes a final determination on the
corrective action required,
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OE is responsible for recovering title I funds which it
has determined to have been expended for improper purposes.
Prior to June 1971 recoveries were to be obtained by re-
questing the SEA involved to remit the required amount to
OE for deposit in the Treasury. In June 1971 HEW's office
of the General Counsel ruled that, if the refund were not
remitted, OE would have a legal right to withhold the re-
quired amount from subsequent Federal title I payments to
the State.

AUDIT FINDINGS NOT
RESOINED ON A TIMELY BASIS

HEW Audit Agency records show that, during the 4-year
period from March 1967 through February 1971, 55 reports
were issued on the title I program in 41 States and the
District of Columbia. As of June 30, 1971, findings in-
volving about $37 million in title I funds in 27 of the
reports on 24 States had not been resolved. Findings in 11
of the reports had been unresolved from 2 to 4 years.

Of these 11 reports, two concerned the title I program
in Illinois. The first report, issued in September 1967 on
the SEA and the Chicago LEA's program, disclosed administra-
tive weaknesses and inadequate fiscal controls and questioned
the use of over $6.6 million of title I funds. The second
report, issued in June 1969, pertained to the Chicago and
other selected LEAs and to the SEA's administration of the

program. That report stated that generally the findings in
the first report had not been resolved, identified certain
other deficient administrative practices and inadequate
fiscal controls, and questioned the use of $2.8 million more
of title I funds. As of November 30, 1971, OE had not
issued a final determination letter on either of the two
audits.

According to OE officials, the resolution of audit
findings was delayed primarily because (1) sufficient staff
was not available to handle the audit reports along with the
other title I administrative responsibilities, (2) notifica-
tion to SEAs of final determinations had been held in abey-
ance pending a decision'on the means of recovery when large
sums of money were involved, and (3) the responsibility for
follow-up action to ensure collection of amounts due the
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Federal Government had not been clearly defined and assigned
within OE.

An OE official told us that the number of professional
staff members directly involved in the title I program was
increased during 1971 and that as a result substantial
progress had been made in clearing the badklog of unresolved
audit findings. Moreover, in Amgust 1971, the Commissioner
of Education approved a plan to expedite the resolution of
audit findings. Under the plan OE is to (1) take priority
action to reach final determinations on audit findings,
(2) withhold amounts due the Federal Government from subse-
quent payments to those States that have not remitted the
amounts due by specific dates, and (3) assign responsibility
within OE for taking follow-up action to ensure recovery of
title I funds determined to have been improperly expended.

According to an OE official, final determination letters
were sent between July 1 and early September 1971 to 11 States
requesting refunds of about $5.6 million.

CONCLUSION

Until fiscal year 1972, OE did not tdke adequate action
to ensure the timely resolution of title I audit findings
reported by the Audit Agency and the recovery of improperly
expended program funds. However, in view of the action
taken by the Commissioner of Education to expedite the
resolution of audit findings, we are making no recommendation.



CHAPTER 9

NEED TO CONSOLIDATE PROGRAM GUIDANCE , MATERIAL

OE is responsible for issuing regulations and guide-
lines to help engure that SEAs and LEAs implement ,and ad-
minister the title I program in-a. manner censistent with
the intent of the act. . In view of the thousands of LEAs
throughout the country operating title I program,. it is
apparent that the complete and current availability .of pro-
gram guidance material is important to the national success
of the program. . .

In 1965 OE issued a title I guideline manual which has
been subsequently revised through the issuance of ,numerous
memorandums and directives that pertain to a single or a
selected number of subjects. The revisions, however, were
not consolidated into the guideline manual.

SEA and LEA officials told us that the absence of a
consolidated set of program guidelines--aggravated further
by a high turnover of LEA title I employees--was responsible
to a great extent f or the problems they were experiencing
in program administration and implementation.

One SEA regional supervisor told us that he did not
know what constituted the total current OE guidance material
for LEA implementation of title I programs. He said that
employee turnover was considerable at the Las and that in
many cases the older guidance material had been filed with
the records for the year in which it was received. In such
cases the present IRA officials would tend to concern them-
selves with the more recent guidance material and would
probably not be aware of older material still in effect.

At Rockford, for example, LEA officials told us that
they relied on the revised regulations, as well as several
selected revisions to the initial guidelines, and did not
review guidance material filed in title I records for prior
years. An LEA official responsible for program evaluation
at the Chicago LEA told us that he was aware that evalua,
tians ware required for major title I activities but was not
aware that the guidelines required an evaluation of the en-
tire title I program. He said that, even though he was now
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aware of this requirement, he would not agree that it was
still in effect because subsequent revisions to the guidance
material had been silent on the need for overall program
evaluat ion.

OE officials told us that they agreed that all guidance
material should be consolidated into a single manual. They
said that they were working toward this goal but that, be-
cause of the large amount of material issued from program
inception, they did not expect to complete this task until
early 1972.

CONCLUSION

Title I program guidelines were subject to numerous re-
visions from inception of the program, but these revisions
were not consolidated into a single manual by OE. As a re-
sult SEA and LEA officials have experienced considerable
difficulty in maintaining a complete set of the guidance
material and in determining what material currently is in
effect. OE, however, is in the process of consolidating
the guidance material into a single reference manual for
dissemination to SEA and LEA program administrators.

Early issuance of the manual in a format that will per-
mit systematic incorporation of new material and revisions
should significantly assist SEA and LEA officials in ad-
ministering the program.

Ole .1M MM.

HEW informed us that in February 1972 OE issued a pro-
gram information guide which (1) identified the current
legislation, regulations, guidelines, and other types of
program material applicable to the administration of the
title I program and (2) canceled all obsolete title I pro-
gram manuals and guidelines which had been issued from the
programs' inception in 1965. HEW informed us also that a
new title I directive system had been drafted and had been
forwarded to State title I officials for comment before
final preparation of the document for implementation by
July 1, 1972.



CHAPTER 10

SCOPE OF REVIEW

Our review was made at the OE headquarters in Washing-
ton, D.C.; at the SEA in Springfield, Illinois; and at the
LEAs in Chicago, Harrisburg, and Rockford, Illinois.

We examined applicable legislation, Federal regulations,
OE program policies and directives, project applications,
reports, and other documents relating to the title I program.
We also interviewed officials having responsibilities under
the program at the above locations and parents, teachers,
and members of community organizations having an interest in
educationally deprived children.

Our review was directed primarily toward examining
available data on the impact of selected title I projects
on the educationally deprived children who resided in the
project areas and included an examination of the methods
used in (1) selecting school attendance areas and children
to participate in the program, (2) assessing the priority
educational needs of the children, and (3) evaluating the
impact of the projects. Certain areas of program adminis-
tration at the Federal, State, and local levels were also
examined.
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APPENDIX I

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION. AND WELFARE
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20201

MAY 2 2 1972

Mr. Henry Eschwege
Director, Resources and

Economic Development Division
U.S. General Accounting Office
Washington, D. C. 20548

Dear Mr. Eschwege:

The Secretary has asked me to reply to your letter dated
January 31, pertaining to the General Accounting Office
draft report to the Congress entitled, "The Federal Pro-
gram a Aid to Educationally Deprived Children in Illinois
Can Be Strengthened" - B-164031(1). Detailed comments on
the findings, together with statements of actions to be
taken to implement the related recommendations are set forth
in the enclosure hereto. They are the product of review by
cognizant Departmental and Office of Education staff of your
report and the responses thereto submitted by the State and
local educational agencies concerned.

Enclosure

C8 I

Sincerely yours,

(
James B. Cardwell
Assistant Secretary, Comptroller
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE COMENTS PERTINENT TO THE
DRAFT REPORT TO THE CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES BY THE COMPTROLLER
GENERAL OnTE UNITED STATES ON THE ADMINISTRATION OF THE- PEDERAL PROGRAM
OF Mb TO EDUCATIONALLY DEPRIVED CHILDREN IN ILLINOIS CAN T317TRFONED

NEED TO EVALUATE PROJECT IMPACT

HEW should work with the SEA and LEAs to develop project objectives in
measurable terms and to devise techniques and procedures for evaluating
the success of ro'ects in meetin these ob ectives. HEW should also
emphasize to the S the mportance o o tain ng the relv red annua
evaluation reports from the LEAs and using them as a basis for deter-
mining whether improvements in the LEAs programs are necessary.

DEPARTMENT COMMENT

We concur in thi s recommendati on.

Since the sumner and fall of 1971, staff members of the U.S. Office of
Education have been working with the State and local Title I officials
on the development of project objectives in measurable terms and on
devising techniques and procedures for evaluating the success of projects
in meeting the established objectives. The means used to accomplish the
foregoing activities were conferences with State Title I officials,
regional meetings with State and local Title I personnel, and State
program reviews. The State agency informed the Office of Education on
March 10, 1972, that application forms designed for fiscal year 1973
make provisions for obtaining clearly stated objectives and desired
outcomes. The necessity for such objectives has been repeatedly
emphasized in in-service training and workshops held by the State office
during 1972. Furthermore, the State agency was urged by staff members
of the Office of Education to develop an evaluation mechanism which
would be meaningful and effective to local and State personnel in
strengthening the process of review and approval of project applications.
In addition, the State was urged to initiate procedures for local
school districts to make timely and accurate reports to the SEA on the
evaluation of Title I programs at the local level. With respect to this
matter, the State officials informed us that they have always stressed
the importance of effective evaluation at the local level. This is
demonstrated by their dissemination activities through workshops, news-
letters and other presentations wherein they have stressed the topic
"Local Evaluation is the Key to Success." The State agency conducted
a workshop on March 25-26, 1971, with that topic as the theme.

The Office of Education will give consideration to the findings listed
in this exception during its next State program review, which is
scheduled for 1973.
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IMPROVEMENTS NEEDED IN DETERMINING SCHOOL ATTENDANCE AREAS ELIGIBLE TO
PARTICIPATE

HEW should emphasize to the Illinois SEA the need for (1) ensuring that
the LEAs use the most current and complete data in determining school
attendance areas eligible to participate in the program, (2) retaining
documents sueporting these determinations_, and 3) revising its instruc-
tions to indicate clearly the extent and type of documentation that must
be retained.

DEPARTMENT COMMENT

We concur in this recommendation. The Office of Education will reemphasize
to the Illinois SEA the need for complying with the points raised in the GAO
recomendations.

We have been aware for some time of the problems school districts have
encountered in determining school attendance areas el igible to participate
in Title I programs and have taken a number of steps to provide guidance.

On April 14, 1967, ESEA Title I Program Guide #36 - Criteria for the Appraisal
of Applications for Grants under Title I, ESEA - was sent to the Chief State
School Officers (CSS05).

On March 18, 1968, ESEA, Title I Program Guide #44 - Revised Criteria for the
Approval of Title I, ESEA, Applications from Local Educational Agencies - was
sent to the CSSOs. Section 1.1 of this document deals with the criteria for
selection of attendance areas for Title I projects. In addition, the SEAs

are advised to review the application and advise the applicant which criteria,
if any, have not been met. Unless the SEAs find that each criterion,
including Section 1.1, has been met, the application may not be approved.

On July 21, 1971, the State Title I Coordinators were sent copies of Title I,
ESEA, Selecting Target Areas: Handbook for Local Title I Officials. This

handbook fs designed to help school officiafs interpret the Title I regulations
affecting selection of target areas and to apply them in a manner most appro-
priate to their particular circumstances. It should help officials designate
eligible attendance areas and select project areas, using the best available
data.

This question was also given consideration at the workshops held in the State
during the sumer and fall of 1971. The Harrisburg Community Schools officials
reported to the State agency, on March 17, 1972, that at the present time
the school system is completing for the 1973 Title I program a current
survey of students of low-income families. The surveyors are basing this
study on family income, children receiving free lunches, aid to dependent
tnildren lists and children living in low rent housing. This procedure
is in compliance with the criteria set forth in Program Guide #44. During
future State program reviews of the administration, management, and imple-
mentation of Title I programs and activities in Illinois, the Office of
Education will give special attention to the question of selection of target
areas.
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NEED FOR COMPREHENSIVE ASSESSMENT OF EDUCATIONAL NEEDS

HEW should emphasize to the SEA the need for the LEAs to make comprehensive
assessment of needs in accordance with OE instructions and to document such

assessments. HEW should also furnish additional guidance to all LEAs to
assist them 1nn the required comprehensive assessment of needs.

DEPARTMENT COMMENT

We concur in this recomendation.

Besides providing the local school districts, through the State agency,
the basic criteria for making a comprehensive needs assessment, the Office
of Education has prepared 21 transparencies on "Needs Assessment," which
outline the basic steps local school officials should follow in making an
assessment of the nesds of educationally deprived children residing in
project areas. On January 28, 1972, these transparencies were disseminated
to the various State Title I Coordinators, with the understanding that
they would be reproduced by the Coordinators and then sent to each school
district within their respective States for use in training sessions on
program development.

The Office of Education will contact the State agency and reemphasize the
need for the local school officials to camply with the law, regulations,
and criteria in making comprehensive assessments of needs and to document
such assessments. Additionally, the State agency will be asked to disseminate
the transparencies to local school officials and urge them to use the material
in order to steengthen their capabilities in this area of program design.
The Superintnedent of the Harrisburg Community Schools reported to the
Acting Director oF the Title I Office that a careful study to determine the
priority needs of the educationally deprived children in the project areas
is now being completed for the 1973 school year. An advisory council of
parents of Title I students, as outlined in the regulations, has been organized
and will help plan and make recommendations for the 1973 Title I program.

During our next program review in the State, we will give special attention
to the procedures used to make comprehensive assessments of educational
needs.

IMPROVEMENTS NEEDED IN PROGRAM DESIGN AND OPERATION

HEW shouldfwork with the SEA and LEAs to help ensure the Title I program is
(1) concentrated in a limited number of eligible school attendance areas
and is providing a variety of services to the participating children
(2) focused on the most educationillTaiNildren, (3) extended to

eligible nonpublic school children, and (4) involved with parents and other
groups in the community. HEW should also furnish guidance as soon as possible
to SEAs and LEAFiYIT providing Title I services to schools in model cities

areas.
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DEPARTMENT COMMENT

We concur in this recommendation.

Staff members of the Office of Education have been working with personnel
in the State agency since the inception of Title I on procedures and
techniques for improving program design and operation of Title I programs.
Assistance has been given the State agency on: selecting attendance areas,
as outlined in Section 1.1 of ESEA, Title I Prognmm Guide #44; focusing
services and benefits on the most educationally deprived children, as is
required under Section 116.17(f) of the Title I regulations; extending
services to nonpublic schools; and involving parents and other groups in
the planning and operation of Title I activities. In addition, the Office
of Education has prepared and issued Title I, ESEA Participation of Private
School Children: A Handbook for State and Local School Officials. A hand-
book on parental involvement in Title I activities has been prepared and
will be disseminated to State and local officials as soon as it is received
from the printer. Additionally, during the last week in January 1972, the
Office of Education and the Model Cities Division of the Department of
Housing and Urban Development co-sponsored a national conference in Kansas
City, Missouri. The participants included officials from the Office of
Education and Model Cities, and State and local Title I officials and Model
Cities personnel. The purpose was to develop strategies which would allow
Title I and Model Cities programs to complement each other in providing
maximum services and benefits to children residing in areas common to
both programs. Further, the State Title I Acting Director informed the
Office of Education on March 23, 1972, that the SEA staff is currently
planning a meeting with Model Cities staff to promote understandings and
cooperation at all levels. A staff member of OE has been invited to
participate in the proposed meeting.

Regarding parental involvement, the Chicago Schools stated that, since the
program year covered by this finding, involvement of parents and community
groups has steadily increased in the areas of needs assessment, assignment
of priorities, program planning, and evaluation.

The Office of Education will remind the State agoncy of the necessity of
complying with the law, the regulations, and the criteria set forth in
Program Guide #44 in the development and operation of Title I programs.
Further, the State agency will be advised that these mattert, will be given
special attention during future State Title I program reviews.

NEED FOR REVIEW OF EQUIPMENT PURCHASED WITH TITLE I FUNDS

HEW should 1 issue additional uidelines to all SEAs statin under what
circumstances an con it ons equipment purc asea with ltle un s may e
used in other programs, al_emphasize to the SEAs the importance of review-
ing the LEAs Title I equipment inventories to determine whether the equip-
ment is being used to meet the needs of educationally deprived children and
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in those cases where equipment is not beinv used for such purposes,
ensuring that the LEAs either sell the equipment or transfer it to their
regular equi-pment inventories and credit the Federal Government with the
appropriate amount.

DEPARTMENT COMMENT

We agree that the guidelines with respect to equipment purchased with
Title I funds need to be clarified.

A revised regulation dealing with equipment is being drafted by the Office
of Education. The revision will give consideration to specific criteria on
what uses would be permissible for such equipment in other programs and to
strengthening the SEA surveillance of LEAs equipment inventories and dis-
position of equipment not being used for Title I purposes. As soon as the
revised regulations have been approved, we will send them to all of the
SEAs and LEAs. The State agency informed us on March 23 that use of equip-
ment is monitored by SEA auditors. Many school districts have been asked
to phase out and refund equipment no longer needed in programs. The State

agency staff is working with a number of local school districts to help
them meet the guidelines in phasing out unused equipment. According to
information furnished by the SEA, the Rockford Schools are doing a consid-
erable amount of work in this area. Additionally, the Assistant Superintendent
for Government Funded Programs, Chicago Schools, reported to the Acting Director
of Title I programs, on March 10, 1972, that the local officials from the
inception of the Title I program informed the principals of the participating
schools of the necessity for identifying all Title I equipment and maintaining
an accurate inventory of that equipment.

IMPROVEMENTS NEEDED IN SEA'S ADMINISTRATION OF PROGRAM

HEW should monitor the chan es lanned b the SEA to im rove its administration
of t e program an
qhanges.

provide any techn assistance necessary to imp ement e

DEPARTMENT COMMENT

We agree that improvements are needed in the State agency's administration
of the Title I program.

Since 1970, staff members of the Office of Education have been checking on
the agency's procedures for approving project applications, monitoring
on-going Title I programs, and administering local financial audits, at the
same time providing State officials with technical assistance, where needed,
for strengthening the administration and management of the program. During
the 1972 State program review, the Office of Education personnel found
that improvements in the State administration of Title I had been made,
especially in the structure and content of the State's application form,
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and in its monitoring procedure. Furthermore, the State officials are
demonstrating a real concern in assuring that only eligible children
receive benefits under Title I. Additionally, the SEA's audit agency
reported that it is working closely with the Illinois Society of
Certified Public Accountants to correct the exceptions set forth by
the General Accounting Office in this finding.

The Office of Education will continue to provide the State agency with
technical assistance to strengthen its administration of the program, and
during the next State program review special attention will be given to
the State's administration of local audits.

AUDIT FINDINGS REPORTED BY HEW AUDIT AGENCY

The Office of Education presently is giving priority to resolving the HEW
Audit Agency report.

NEED TO CONSOLIDATE PROGRAM GUIDANCE MATERIAL

The Office of Education has sent to the State Title I Coordinators and to
the HEW Audit Agency ESEA Title I Program Information #332, dated February 14,
1972. This information guide identifies the current legislation, regulations,
guidelines and other types of program material applicable to the administra-
tion of Title I programs. It also cancels all obsolete Title I program
manuals and guidelines which have been issued since 1965. In addition, a
new ESEA Title I Directive System has been drafted and has been forwarded
to the State Title I officials for comments before final preparation of the
document for implementation by July 1, 1972. This information guide, when
completed, will be sent to all State Title'I Coordinators and to the HEW
Audit Agency.
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PRINCIPAL OFFICIALS OF

TIM DEPARTMENT OF REALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE

RESPONSIBLE FOR ACTWITIES

DISCUSSED IN THIS REPORT

SECRETARY OF HEALTH, EDUCATION,
AND WELFARE:

Tenure of office
From To

Elliot L. Richardson June 1970 Present
Robert H. Finch Jan. 1969 June 1970

ASSISTANT SECRETARY (EDUCATION)
(note a):
James E. Allen, Jr. Mhy 1969 June 1970
Peter P. Muirhead (acting) Jan. 1969 Mhy 1969

COMMISSIONER OF EDUCATION:
Sidney P. Marland, Jr. Dec. 1970 Present
Terrel H. Bell (acting) June 1970 Dec. 1970
James E. Allen, Jr. May 1969 June 1970
Peter P. Muirhead (acting) Jan. 1969 May 1969

aThere has been no Assistant Secretary for Education since
June 1970.

U.S. GAO, Wash., D.C.


